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PREFACE
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Alrman Performance Report.
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to Maj Dennis Murphy, Capt Stephen Morga, and CMSgt Michael White for their help and
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the Air Tralning Command NCO Academy, especlally SMSgt Johnnie Hernandez, for
essontial support in the critical step of pretesting the survey. The authors are also very
grateful to the following individuats for their support: Mrs, Virginia Weems, who typad
the many drafts of both the questionnaire and the technical report; Amn Kevin Seldling
and Amn Howard Staples, who compiled and analyzed the written comments returmed
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operations of the questionnaire; Mr. Henry Clark, who provided support for generating
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SENIOR NONCOMMISSIONED OFFICERS' APR OPINION SURVEY

1. INTRODUCTION

Inflation of ratings on the Airman Performance Report (APR) form for senior noncommissioned
officers (NCO) (E7 through B9) in the Alr Force has eroded the usefulness of that form in recent years, As
early as 1971, inflation had reached an asymptoticsily high levet as over 90 percent of all senicr NCOs weré
receiving the highest rating possible for overall evaluation of job performance and promntion potential. The
problem with such a large degree of inflation is that the homogsneous ratings mask indiviu.:.- differences in
performance and ability, This, in tum, makes differentlation very diffioult for those required to make : ‘
decisions with respect to promotion, assignment, and other personnel actions. The Alr Force has become
very concerned with the APR inflation problem in recent years, and, in eady 1975, Alr Force Military

Personnel Center (AFMPC) was tasked with developing a new senior NCO APR which would reduce ;
inflation of ratings.

Since June 1973, a number of studies on the senjor NCO APR system have been conducted by the
Al1 Force Human Resources Laboratory. These have included an analysis of rating trends, a Q-sort analysis R
of the ptocedures of the FY 73 E9 selection board, questionnaires sent to AFMPC and various ¢ongolidated . i
tass personnel offices, and structured interviews with members of the FY 75 E8 selection board. The -
purpose of the present research effort was to obtain the opinions of the senior NCOs about variocus aspects

oft: thell current APR system and possible changes to that system, using a survey (USAF SCN 7642) as a basts
of analyals,
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11, OBJECTIVES o

The present survey had three specific objectives. One objective of the survey was to have the senior
NCOs indicate the job performance factors which they felt were needed to evaluate thsir own job
performance and promotion potential. This would allow those most familiar with a particular job to
b indicate the job parameters that need to be measured. Also, a comparison of responses by careor fleld,
major command (MAJCOM), time4n-grade, and other variables would indicate differences within the senior
! NCO force with respect to which factors are perceived as being most important,

Another objective of the survey was to determine the level of satisfaction wAth the current APR. This
: is important information for two reasons. First, it gives an indication of whether or not there really is a
: problem with the current system with respect to user satisfaction. Also, if a new APR system is

; ir}:\plomented. it provides a baseline with which to compare the level of satisfaction with the new system in :
the future,

T T e

In the past, the success or fallure of evaluation systems in the Alr Force has rested largely upon user
acosptance and satisfaction with the system, Therefore, a third objective of the present survey was to
obtain the opinions of the senior NCOs about various proposed changes to the APR system, This would give
an indication of the probable level of satisfaction with a particular change and provide guidance on APR -
development before going through the costly atep of field testing. -

\ In addition to the three specific objectives of the survey, there was an overall objective on a larger ]
5 scale. That objective was to allow the senjor NCOs themselves to have an input into the design of a !
personnel system that has such a tremendous effect on their careers.

1. QUESTIONNAIRE CHARACTERISTICS 5
', The questionnaire was divided Into four sections, The first section (Appendix A, Part I) dealt with

§ : demographic and personal information such as age, grade, sex, Alr Forcs specialty code (AFSC), MAJCOM,

; etc. The last three sections (Appendix A, Part I1, 111, and IV) were designed to correspond to the three main

2 objectives of the survey,
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The second section was concerned with those performance factors which the NCOs felt were
neczpsary to evaluate them in their own particular job, Twenty-nine factors were listed, and the NCOs were
asked to rate each factor on a five-point scale from “always necessary for adequate evaluation of my job
performance” to “never necemary for adequate evaluation of my job perforrnance.” The 29 factors were
compiled from those appearing most frequently in performance evaluation literature, wsessment center
research, and past APR and officer effectiveness report (OER) forms, as well as those mentioned most often
in interviews with senior NCOs while the questionnaire was being pretested. In addition to rating each
factor on a five-point scale, the NCOs alao indicated in a yes-or-no fushion whether or not each factor was
“nesded on an APR to measure my job performance.” The reson for asking the second question was to
decreass some of the overlap that may have occurred in simply rating each factor by itself. For exarnple,
there could be two factors such as “motivation” and “enthusissm’ which measure the same underlying
characteristic of job performance. While both factors may be rated as being necessary for evaluation when
:Il:wod :luholatlon. only one needs to bs put on an APR form since they both measure the same

aractoristic,

The third section contained 15 items which were designed to determine the sanior NCOs' opinlons of
various aspects of the current APR system,

The fourth section, which consisted of 10 items, followed up by asking the senior NCOs how
- acceptable certain changes to the APR system would be to them,

The last page of the questionnaire was left blank so the NCOs could make open-ended comments
about the APR system in general or the questionnaire in speciflc.

IV. SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

! The questionnalre was mailed to 10,000 Air Force NCOs in the grades of E7, E8, and E9, The sample
was atratified by 2-digit AFSC within each grade with overiampling of E8s and E9s and of AFSCs with
small populations, Ovensampling was necessary in order for cell frequencies in crom-tabulations to be large
enough for meaningful analysis. Overall, questionnaires were mailed to 5,000 B7s (14% of total E7
' population), 3,000 E3s (32% of total E8 population), and 2,000 E9s (44% of total E9 population).

Sinoe the typloal retum rate for a survey of this type is around 5O percent, it was antlcipated that

about 5,000 questionnaires would be retumed, For the present survey, 149 questionnaires were returned a

i non-deliverable. Of those that were delivered, 8,083 were completed and returned by the cutoff date, The
{ resulting return rate of 82 percent was much higher than was expected.

Table 1 shows the distribution of returns by grade, race, and sex. It can be seen why oversampling
was necessary in some instances. For example, 73 females responded to the questionnaire, This was 62
percerit of the fomale population, but made up only one percent of the final sample,

Table 1. Distribution of Retums by Grade, Race, and Sex

= oo i

sampla Population

Varishle N “ »
E7 3,836 47 11 . -

Grade ES8 2,450 30 26

LBy 1791 22 40

Black 701 9 15

White 6,928 86 16

Spanish American 189 2 .

Race Ameroan Indian 39 1 .

Aslan American 35 1 b

Other 174 2 §7

S Male 1993 99 17

x Female 7 1 62
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V. ANALYSIS '

The analysis of the survey data was intended to provide two types of information. Fint, an overall
foeling for the opinions of the senior NCOs is provided by & frequency count and percent of the number of
NCO12 who chose each response alternative on each item of the questionnaire. Secondly, it was necessary to
make comparisons among NCOs with different background characteristics to determine whether ot not
they chose significantly different response altematives, Therefore, the frequency counts were broken out
by euch of the demographic and personal information variables in Part 1 of the questionnaire. A chi-square
analysls was then made on each item in ordet to compare the response trends of the NCOs in the various
categories,

In addition to the chiaquare analyses, the NCOs were compared with respect to the way they rank
ordered the job performance factors in Part 11 of the questionnaire. The set of factors rated on a flve-point
scale (items 17 through 45) was tank ordered according to the total number of rating points acoumulated.
The other set of factors (items 46 through 74) was rank ordered according to the number of times each
factor had been chosen as being necessary on the APR form. Once ranked, the two sets of factors were
analyzed using the Spearman rank correlation coefficient (r.) to determine the degree of agreement
between the rankings. Also, rankings were broken out by each of the background variables in Part I of the
questionnaire, Because more than two sets of rankings wers being compared, 1, Was an inappropriate
statistic. The Kendall coefficient of voncordance (W) was used because it provides a measure of the degree
of agreesment among a number of rankings.

R e A G A P T I T I

ot e

VL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

“Table 1 shows that the distribution of retums conformed very closely to the planned sample. Fifty
percent of the questionnaires were mailed to E7s, and 47 percent of those rsturned were from E7s, The E&a
comprised 30 percent of both the planned sample and the final sample. The E9s made up 22 percent of the
final sample anA 20 percent of the planned sample,

Part 11 . Rating Factors

Part 11 of the questionnaire was concerned with tho job performance factors which the NCOs rated as
being needed to evaluate their job performance. The average rank order of the 29 rating factors which
appeared in Part I1 of the questionnaire is shown in Table 2, The rank order of items 17 through 45 was
averaged with the rank otder of items 4€ through 74 to arrive at the overall rank order seen in Table 2. The
correlntion between the two sets of rankings wis 0.94. This high degree of consistency in the ranking of

Table 2, Average Rank Order of Rating Factors

3 : 1. Acceptance of Responsibility 16, Motivation

3 2, Knowledge of Duties 17, Written Communication

¢ 3. Reliability 18, Emotional Stability

3 4; Leadership 19, Working Relations )

‘. 5. Judgement 20. Executive Ability

- 6. Supervitory Capability 21. Flexibility

- 7. Quality of Work 22. Adaptubility to Stress

3 8. Initiative 23, Listening Skill

o : Y. Bearing and Bshavior 24. Equal Opportuynity

10. Oral Communication 25, Ability to Train Othen
11, Planning Ability 26. Learning Ability
12, Decisivenens 27. Quanfty of Work
13, Profemsional Qualities 28, Self-Improvement Efforts
14, Utilization of Resources 29, Creativity

15. Concern for Human Relations
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factors was evident no matter how the data were broken out. Table 3 shows the Kendall coefficlent of
concordance (W) values for the rank ordering of factors by a number of background variables including
grade, MAICOM, and 2-digit AFSC. As can be seen in Table 3, all W values exceed the 001 level of
significance. This means, for example, that there was a significantly high degres of agreement among E7s,
E8s, and E9s with respect to the way the factors were rank ordered, This high degree of agreement also held
for NCOs in the various MAJCOMs and career flolds as well as the other variables shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Kendal Coefficient of Concordance
Valuas for Rank Ordering of Rating Factors

Varlatie Kendall **W" Value »

Grade 95 < 001
Sex 99 <.001
Race 93 <.,001
Years in Service B84 < .001
MAJCOM 93 <.001
2-Digit AFSC 56 < 001

While there was general conalstency in the overall rank ordering of factors, some differences did
appear when the factors were considered individually, In Tables 4, 5, and 6, facton ate listed which had a
spread of at least six positiona across either grade (Table 4), race (Table 5), or 2-digit AFSC(Table 6). In
each case, the numbers shown Indicate the relative rank order of the factors with 1 being the highest ranked
factor and 29 being the lowest ranked factor, For example, Table 4 shows that the factor “ability to train
othen” decreased in importance with an increase in grade, E7s ranked it as the 20th most important factor
while E8s ranked it as 24th and E9s ranked it as 26th. Factors ranked differentially by race are seen in
Table 5. Blacks tended to rank the factors “human relations” and “equal opportunity” higher than any
other raclal/ethnic group. Spanish Americans, on the other hand, ranked ‘“decisiveness™ higher, and
American Indians viewed “oral communication” as being more important. Aslan Americans tended to rank
“emotional stability™ and “‘executive ability™ higher than the other groups.

Factors listad in Table 6 are those which were ranked differentially by ten different career flelds. The
differences which appear in Table 6 are generally what would be expected. The factor “bearing and
behavior” was ranked highest by the security police career field (81XXX). The factor “executive ability”
was ranked highest by the administration career fleld (70XXX) and lowest by the aircraft maintenance
(43XXX) and transportation (60XXX) carcer fields. The personnel (73XXX) and supply (64XXX) career
flelds tended to rank “‘wrtten communication” high while the transportation career field (60XXX) ranked
“utllization of resources” higher than the other career flelds.

The differences in rankings for all factors listed in Tables 4, 5, and 6 were tignificant at the .001 level.
However, some of the differerices have more practical significance than others, For example, Table 4 shows
that while the factor “ability to train others'* was more important to E7s than to E8s and E9s, it was stiil
ranked only 20th out of 29 factors by E7s. By the same token, the factor “knowledge of duties” wes
ranked among the top ten factors by all grades even though it Is viewed as somewhat more important by the
lower grades. The factor “executive ability,” on the other hand, was ranked near the top by E9a (8th) but
fear tho bottom by E7s (22d) and somewhere near the middle by E8s (16th). Ita level of importance,
therefore, shows a substantial increase with an increass in grade.

Inspection of Tables 4,.5, and 6 shows that few factors show as large a shift in relative position as
“executive ability’’ in Table 4. Most factors listed, even though their rankings were significantly different
from a probability standpoint, were generally ranked within ten positions of one another by all of the

groups being compared. This general consistency in the rankings of factors by all groups studied was the
predominant result from Part 11 of the questionnaire.
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Table 4. Rating Factors Ranked Differentially

by Grade
Rank Givan by
Rating Fastor [ 3} [ 1] [ {}
Abllity to Train Others 20 24 26
Professional Qualities 10 15 17
Knowledge of Duties 3 6 9
Executive Ability 22 16 8
Written Communication 17 n 11

Table . Factors Ranked Differentially by Race
]

Rank Oiven by
Spanish Ameriaan Atlan i
Rating Pactor Blaok Amertoan Indian Amerioan White

Beasing and Behavior 11 17 13 15 9
Human Relations 9 13 18 18 18
Declsiveness 17 9 14 11 12
Emotional Stability 22 20 25 15 20
Executive Abllity 20 16 16 10 17
Oral Communication 13 14 6 16 11
Panning Abllity 14 10 1 8 10
Equal Opportunity 12 21 24 22 24
Utllization of Resources 10 12 19 13 14

Table 6. Factor Ranked Differentially by 2-Digit AFSC :

Rank Glven by

Rating Fagtor FORRK IOKKX  4IXKX  GOXXX GARKX TOXXX TIXKX S1XXX 9OMXX
Bearing and Behavior 16 12 10 13 11 12 15 9 14
Decisiveness 9 9 12 11 15 15 13 14 13
Executive Ability 11 17 21 19 17 7 1 17 10
Professional Qualmeg 15 15 13 10 14 16 15 13 17
Initlative 8 8 7 14 7 8 8 10 8
Knowledge of Duties 7 5 4 4 5 9 12 7 6
Oral Comtnunication 17 10 16 12 12 11 10 15 11
Utilization of Resources 13 13 11 8 13 14 14 12 18
Written Communication 10 11 19 16 9 10 s 11 12
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Part 11 - Opinion of Current APR

Part I of the questionnaire was aimed at obtaining the opinions of the senior NCOs toward the
ourrent APR system. When asked if they would like to have the rating fuctors they listed as being important
in Part 1 of the questionnaire replace the factor found on the current APR form (item 76), 82 percent of
the NCOs agreed that they would like to have the questionnaire factors replace the current factors.

In response to a direct question sbout how satlsfied they are with the current APR system (item 75),
49 percent of the NCOs responded that they were in all ways or most ways satisfled. Only 17 percent were
in few ways or no ways satisfled while 34 percent were in some ways satisfied. This pattern of reaponses
was consistent both across grade and time-in-service within a particular grade.

In probing deeper for pomible reasons for dissatisfaction with the curtent APR system, the NCOs
were asked if they thought their careers had been hurt in the past by the system (item 85). Overall, 34
percent of the NCOs thought their careers had been hurt either severely or moderately by the APRaystem,
Another 20 percent felt their careers had been hurt slightly while 36 percent felt it had not been hurt,
There was a definite trend by grade in reaponse to this item as shown in Table 7, While 43 percent of the
B7s indicated that their careers had been severely or moderately hurt, 32 percent of the E8s and only 19
percent of the E9s felt the same way. Since E9s have been as successful with the system as possible with
respect to promotion, it is not suprising that they were less likely to fee! that they had been hurt by the

rystem,
Table 7. Fesling that Career Has Been Hurt
by APR v, Grade
Orade
K7 ) & Towl

My Caresr Has Boan: % % L} %
Severely Hurt 18 11 s 13
Moderately Hurt 25 21 14 21
Slightly Hurt 20 20 19 20
Not Hurt 28 ky) 54 36
Don't Know 10 11 8 10

In addition to the trend by grade, Table 8 shows that there was a trend by time.in-service within the
grade of E7. That is, the feeling that one's career had been hurt by the APR aystem tends to increase ws
time-in-service within a particular grade increases. This result is reasonable since, within o particular grade,
the longet one has been in the service, the more likely it ia that he or she has been passed over for
promotion.

Table 8. Feeling that Career Has Been Hurt by APR vs. Time

in Service ForE7s
My canoﬂ Bean

Severely Moderately Slightly Not Don't

Hurt Murt urt Hurt Know
TS (Yre) % % » % %
Under 14 6 10 13 51 19
14-16 4 17 20 49 11
16-18 9 19 23 39 10
18-20 16 24 23 28 10
20-22 21 30 18 20 10
2224 27 29 18 19 7
Over 24 42 28 13 12 6
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The relationship between race and balief that the APR system has hurt one's career appears in Table
9. 1t was noted that Blacks were most likely to beliave that their careers had been hurt by the APR system
while Whites wore loast likely to fed that way.

Table 9. Fosling that Career Hos Besn Hurt

by APR vi. Race
e —
M!

Slask White Othor
My Caresr Hm Boont » *» [}
Severely Hurt B3 12 18
Moderately Hurt 23 21 19
Slightly Hurt 19 20 19
Not Hurt 23 38 30
Don't Know 11 9 14

The NCOs were further asked {f they felt their careers wiil be hurt in the future If the current APR
system s continued (item ER), Table 10 shows a trend by grade even more pronounced than that seen in
response to item 85, Since tho APR is primarily a promotion tool, it was not expected that E9s would think
thelr careers would be hurt in the future, and only 7 percent rusponded that it would, However, 45 percent
of the E7s felt that thelr caresrs would be hurt to soms degree in the future if the present APR syatem i
continugd. The trend by race seen in item 85 did not appear in item 86, That is, Blacks were no more lkely
than Whites 1o feel their careers would be hurt in the futur.

Teble 10. Fnllﬂthlt Career Will be Hurt
by

R v, Grade
e ——
!ll!l
&7 ) 1] Tetal
My Carear Wikl Re) “ » - Y
Severely Hurt 1 6 | 7
Moderately Hurt 19 11 3 12
Slightly Hun 15 12 3 12
Not Hurt 38 54 87 54
Don't Know 17 16 6 14

In comparing the overal! responses to items 85 and 86, it appears that there was a more positive
foeling toward the future of the APR than there was with the past. Whereas 54 percent of the NCOy

;l‘\o\;‘g‘ht their careers had been hurt to some degree in the past, only 32 percent thought it would be hurt in
e future,

Item 88 of the questionnaire asked the NCOs If they knaw other senior NCOs whose careers had been
hurt by the current APR system, Only 5 percent did not think any NCOs' careers had been hurt while 63
percent thought st least some NCOs® carcers had been hurt. However, only 6 percent thought that all or
most of the ssnior NCO force had been hurt career-wise by the current APR system,

The APR is the primary source of information used by boards making promotion and assignment
dedsions. The primary way a perton’s cureer could bs hurt by the APR aystem would be if the APR ware
not providin promotion and asignment bomrds with valid information on which to base decliions.
Therefore, NCOs were asked if they felt that valid promotion decisions could b1 made based upon
information contained in the current APR (item B3). While 43 percent of the NCOs strongly or moderately
agreed that valid promotion decisions could be made, 48 percent strongly or moderately disagreed. The
trend by grade fn response to this question is shown in Table 11. As grade increased, the percentage of
NCOs who feit that promotion ooards could use the APR to make valid decisions also increased. It
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Table 11. Fesling that Promotion Boards Can

Make Valid Decisions vs. Grade
llqll
Pramotion Bosrds Can [ 14 [ {] 0 Teul
Make Vaild Declsions %" % % Y
Strongly Agree 4 9 9 7
Moderately Agree 30 40 43 36
Neither Agree NorDimagree 10 9 9 9
Moderately Disagree 28 25 23 26
Strongly Disagree 27 18 15 22

makes sanse that those who had been promoted by the systam would bs more likely to fesl that the system
was valid, However, even among the E9s, 38 percent moderately or strongly disagreed that valid promotion
decisions based upon the APR could be made. This increased to 55 percent among the E7s,

There was not a strong trend by time-in-service within a particular grade in response to item 83, That
is, E7s with relatively few years in service were just as likely to think that promotion boards using the APR
could not make valid decisions as E7s with more years in service even though the latter group was more
likely to have been passed over for promotion,

The pattem of responses to item 84, which asked if the NCOs felt that valid amignment/selection
declsions could be made with the current APR, was almost identical to the responses to item 83,

Item 89 further probed the NCOs' perceptions of the validity of the promotion boards. The NCOs
were asked what percentage of E7s and E8s who were promoted during the past two years deserved
promotion ahead of those who were not promoted. The responses indicate that 30 percent of the NCOs felt
thut less than 20 percent of the proniotions were desetved relative to those who were not promoted, Only
17 percent of the NCOu felt that as many as 80 percent of the promotions were deserved. Table 12 shows
only a slight trend by grade, with the higher grades being a little more positive about the abilities of the
boards to maks promotion dacisions.

Table 12. Percent of E75 and E8s Who Deserved
Promotion During the Past Two Years vs. Grade

e T ]

arade

Persont Who Deserved [ 34 _l-l' [ 1] Total
Promotion % LY % »

0-20 30 29 30 30
21-40 18 15 11 16
41-60 22 14 14 18
61-80 9 21 2 20
81-100 12 21 3 17

It should be noted that in responding to item B9, the NCOs were comparing promotion sslectees
versys non-selectees by grade. However, since senior NCOs are promoted by AFSC sather than grads, it
could be that at feast a part of the perceived inequity of promotion board decisions was due to varying
promotion epportunities in different AFSCs, For example, an NCO In a very competiiive ARSC Ay appear
to deserve promotion when compared to all NCOs who were promoted, but not when compared to only
thoss NCOs in his or her own AFSC. Even o, the responses toiterns 83, 84, and 89 indicate s widespread
feeling of doubt among the snior NCOx sampled about the abllity of promotion and selection/mstignment
boards to make valid decisions bamed upon the information avallable to them in the current APR. This fe
not to say that the boards do not make valid decisions, but that the perception of many NCOs s that they
are not making valid decisions.

12




Since inflation of ratings on the APR has become a major problem for promotion and
selection/astignment boards trying to make meaningful differentiations between NCOs, the senior NCOs
wero asked the percentage of E7s, E8s, and E9s who they thought were given maximum ratings on the
overall evaluation selection of the APR (item 80).

The results show a general undemstanding of the inflation problem as 79 percent of the NCOs
indicated that they thought oyer 80 percent were recelving maximum ratings, However, it is surprising that
21 percent of the NCOs did not recognize the degree to which inflation had taken over,

The NCOs were also asked what the primary reason was for glving maximum ratings when they were
not deserved (Item 82), Fifty-ssven percent stated that undeserved maximum ratings were given to ensure
:lhlt 'h:l rater’s people get promoted. Only two porcent felt that everyone who received a maximum rating

eserved it

Part IV - Changes to the APR

Part IV of the questionnaire was concemed with obtaining the opinions of the senjior NCOs about
cortain possible changes to the APR, The NCOs expressed overwhelming support for having two separate
APR forms for evaluation of grades B4.E6 and B7-ES (item 90), However, thoy generally disagreed that
glsf;fmnt'mhg factors are needed to evaluate E7s, E8s, and E9s separately from one another (items 92 and

Opinions were just about evenly divided with respect to whether or not there should be career fleld
specific APR forms (item 91). Overall, 50 percent of the NCOs thought that all career flelds could be
evaluated using the same rating factors, while 46 percent thought that separate APR farms for each career
field were needed and four percent had no opinion. There was a slight trend by grade In response to this
question as shown in Table 13. As grade increases, the psrcentage of NCOs who believed that there should
be career fleld specific APRs decreases. This i» reasonable because as an NCO moves up in grade, duties
usually become more management orientad and less career fleld speciflc,

Table 13. Opinlon Toward Career Field Specific

APR wvs, Grade
Qrade
Garser Field Spealtio Y ] 0 Total
APR: Y “ " -
No 42 52 64 50
Yes 53 44 34 46
No Oplnion 5 3 2 4

Item 94 asked the NCOs if they felt that one set of rating factors was needed to evaluate present job
performance and a separate set of facton to evaluate promotion potsntial of E7s and E8s. Sixty-flve
percent agreed that a separate set of factors was needed while 24 percent disagreed and 10 percent had no
opinion.

Items 98 through 97 concemed the pomibility of having a control system on the APRaimilar to the
recently implemented OER control system. Finst, the NCOs were uked how familinr they were with the
OER control system (itsm 95). Overall, 61 percent were familiar with at least some aspects of the system
and 27 percent were familiar with most or all aspects of the system. [t can be seen from Table 14 that thers
was a slight increase in undentanding of the system with an increase in grade,

Next, the NCOs were asked if they agreed that the overall svaluation portion of the E7-E9 APR
should be controlled in a manner aimilar to that of the OER (item 96). Overall, 20 percent neithe: agreed
nor disagreed. Of those who had an opinion, 46 percent were in favor of and 54 percent against having a
control system. Those who agreed that a control system would be desirable tended to moderately agree (24
percent) rather than strongly agree (13 percent) while those who disagreed tended to strongly disagree (29
percent) rather than moderately disngree (14 percent).
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Tuble 14. Famillarity with OER Control

System vs. Grads
e
Qe
(4 1] M) Total
Famillar Withe [ L) [ L}
All Aspects 3 5 9 L]

Most Aspects 17 L) 29 22
Some Aspects n 36 34 4
Few Aspects 27 28 20 25
No Aspeots 20 1 ] 14

Table 15 is a crom-tabulation between familiarity with the OER control system and desire for an APR
control system. Generally, for those familiar with at least some aspects of the OER control aystem, about
half were in favor of and half against a control system for the APR. For thoss unfamiliar with the OER
control system, a majority of those who had an opinion were against having s control system on the APR.
Table 15 also shows that the more familiar NCOs were with the OER ocontrol system, the more likely they
were to have an opinion about a pomsible APR control system. Fifty-four peroent of those least familiar
with the OER control were undecided about an APR control while that was true of only 3 percent of those
mont familiar with the OER control system. Therefore, while increased familiarity meant the NCQs were
more likely to have an opinion, the opinions are about equally divided between baing favorable and
unfavorable toward an APR control system.

Table 15, Opinion Toward Control For APR vs, Familiarity

with OER Control
Famiarity with OER Contrel
AIA"m Ar “:n A.u.m:l Al' “‘n Al'::nl
Dosire tor Contrel .!: : . » gt. g = %
Strongly Yes 335 21 12 8 S
Moderately Yes 16 26 31 22 10
Undecided 3 4 13 27 54
Moderately No 6 12 18 17 9
Strongly No 41 a7 29 25 22

Finally, the NCOs were asked if they thoumt a control system would either help or hurt their future
career in the Alr Force gum 97). There was a definite trend by grade in response to this question as seen in
Table 16, 8ince the APR is viewed as primarily a promotion instrumont, 80 percent of the E9 felt it would
have no effect on their future carcer. This decreases to 43 percent of the EBs and 35 percent of the E7s.
Ovenll, 48 peroent of the NCOs felt that controlling the overall evaluation section of the APR would have
no effect on theit future career. OF those who felt it would have an effect, slightly more at each grads level
felt it would help rather than hurt their career.

Tuble 16. Feeling that Controt Would Help or

Hurt Career vs. Grade

b ——— e ——— ]

—R .
How Weuld Somrel &7 & ) Total
Attest Your Caresr? L} % % L]
Greatly Help 14 12 s 1
Moderately Help 28 22 6 20
No Bffect s 43 80 48
Moderately Hurt 16 14 5 13
Greatly Hurt 10 9 4 8
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NCO Comments

In addition to the structured items in the questionnaire, the last page was left blank, and the NCOs
were instructed to use it to make comments about the survey toplc. Approximately 3,000 of the
questionnaires were retumed with comments included. About half of the comments received were
substantive and could be quantified.

The most frequently occurring comment concerned s Weighted Airman Promotion System
(WAPS)-type promotion system to the grades of E8 and B9. Of the 254 NCOs who mentioned a WAPStype
promotion system, 96 percent were in favor of more standardized and visible promotion procedures while
four percent were against any WAPS.type system for senior NCOs. :

Another frequently occurring comment concerned rating officials for senior NCOs. The comment was
made by 174 NCOs thut neither junior officers nor NCOs of the same grade should be evaluating senior
NCOs. Their remsoning was that junior officers do not have the experience to properly evaluate senior
NCOs. Also, one NCO should not have to evaluate snother NCO with whom he or she is competing for
promotion,

A comment made by 158 NCOs was that less emphasis should be placed on evaluating E9s. A
common rematk was that E9s should be given sither abbreviated APRs or only referral APRs if they are not
doing their job properly. Most felt that sincs APRs are used primarily as promotion instruments, it is a
waste of time to write them routinely for E9s. :

A number of comments were received against a foroed distrbution, Seventy-ons NCOs commented
that & forced distribution would be too political and that those with the most visibility would get the best
utln!:i A number of NCOs (48) were against forcing a quota on ratings because they felt that some units
have ‘ull outstanding NCOs while other units have a very small percontage of outstanding NCOs. A few
corrments were received to the effect that a forced distribution would cause cutthroat competition in the
place of cooperation and unit cohesiveness,

The final.area that received a substantial number of comments was the narrative section or word
ploture of the APR. Of the 95 comments that were received, 71 percent folt that the word picture should
be eliminated while 10 parcent folt the amount of space devoted to it should be incrensed. Another 18
percent felt that the word picture should bs made moro objective.

VIL. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A questionnaire was malled to 10,000 Air Force NCOs in the grades of E7, E8, and E9. The purpose
of the questionnaire was to sample the opinions, expertise, and attitudes of the senjor NCOs toward various
sspects of perforance evaluation systems. The extremely high return tute of 82 percent is an Indication of
the interest in the fleld toward this topic.

There was general agreement among all senior NCOs with respect to which rating factors are nesded
to evaluate their job performance. However, the factors “exscutive ability' and “written communication"
did increase in importarce with an increase in gyade. Therefore, those factors could be considered
diffetentially as an indication of promotion potential for B7s and E8s. That would also support the NCOy'
desire for sepazats rating factors for evaluation of job performance and promotion potential. A substantial
majority of NCOs indicated that they preferrsd the rating fuctor they indicated as being important on the
survey to those currently found on the E7-E9 APR.

At first glanocs, the overall level of satisfaction with the current APR seemed fairly high among the
NCOs. About half were definitely satisfied with the current APR while about one-third were fairly neutral
and the rest were relatively dissatisfied. However, considering the fact that the population being surveyed

was thos who have been most succesful with the gystem, the level of satisfaction was perhaps lower than
might have been anticipated.

A slight majority of NCOs felt their careers and the careers of at least some other NCOys have been
hurt to some degree by the current APR system. However, they were less likely to feel that their careers
will be hurt in the future If the current syster. is continued. Almost half of the NCOs did not fee! that valid
promotion o assignment ddcisions can be made based upon the current APR,
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With respect to possible changes to the APR system, the NCOs ware in favor of maintaining separate
APR forms for E4.E6s and E7-E9s. However, they ware about svenly divided on questions asking about the
desirability of carser fleld specific APRs and having an OER-type control system on the overall evaluation
portion of the APR,

Sevenal suggestions were made by the NCOs on the comments page of the questionnaire, Many NCOs
expressed a desire for more standardized and visible promotion procedures. reaction against the
ocurrent promotion procedures could bs an outgrowth of the fecling that promotion boaids are not able to
make valid decisions based upon information contained in the current APR. If the APR were improved tp
tho point that the NCOs felt that valid information was reaching the promotion boards, then perhaps they
would be more willing to accept the decisions of the boards as they are presently operated.

Another area of concern for the senior NCOs was with their rating officials. Many stated that junior
officers do not have ths experience necessary to evaluate senior NCOs. Many alio thought that an
unhealthy conflict of interest arises when a senjor NCO is evalunted by another senior NCO of the same
grade with whom he or she is competing for promotion.

Finally, many senior NCOs believed that too much emphass ia placed on evalustion of E9s, They
percelve the APR as primarily a promotion tool and think that too much time sliould not be spent
evaluating someone who cannot be promoted anyway, Suggestions were made to the effeot that evaluation
of E9s could be de.emphasized and & simplified evaluation form such as that used for civil servioe
employees could be used in place of the current APR.
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PART I

1. What is your grade?
0 LN L] !
A. M8gt 3,838 47 i
B, B8MSgt 2,430 0 i
C. Msgt 1,791 22 ,

2, What 1s the prefix of your duty AFSC? (If your AFSC is WS1171, the
prafix isv W and you would mark "M" on your answer sheet.)

XX N2 X X :

Ao A 407 8 F, L 3 0 Ko T 72 8

B. D 9 0 G, P 13 0 L. U 46 1

C. B 29 0 H. Q 2 0 Me W 113 1

D, G 22 0 I. R 1% 2 N. Other 30 0

B H 10 0 Jo 8 39 0 O. I have no 6,475 84

prefix

E R R EE R R E E R R R E R E R R E R E EE E E E N ’

* Answer quastions J=7 regarding your duty AFSC using the following " ;‘;

* responsest * :
" *
L] Ae O B, & I. 8 "
" 3. 1 F. 3 J. 9 L
» C. 2 G. 6 »
" D, 3 H., 7 "
N R R E R R R R R R R R R R R E E EE E EEEEEE EEE R

3, What is the first digit of your duty AFS8C? (If your AFSC is 91471, the
first digit is 9 and you would mark "J" on your answer sheet,)

A A . I . I
A, 11 Q E. 1,338 19 I, 273 3 |
B, 349 7 F. 700 9 J. 617 8 1
C. 997 12 G. 976 12 .

4, What is the second digit of your duty AFSC? (If your AFSC is 91471, the
second digit 1s 1 and you would mark "B" on your answer shest,)

. Nox N X

Ao 1,680 2 E. 828 10 I. 2 :

B, 940 12 ¥. 380 L] J. 582 ? j

Cs a73 11 G. 365 )

b. 1,624 20 H. 633 8 : ‘

* denotes the number of NCOs who chose each responss,
Lo denctes the percent of NCOs who chose each rasponss.
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5. What is the third diglt of your duty APS8C? (If your AFSC is 91471, the
third digit is 4 and you would mark "E" on your answer sheat.)

S g T

i S . S A A
! A 365 5 E. NS 9 1. 23 3
B. 2,646 33 F. 661 8 . 3 0
: ¢, 1,895 23 G. 430 8
: D. 843 10 H, 2485 3

6. What is the fourth digit of your duty AFSC? (If your AFSC is 91471, the {

, f fifth digit is 7 and you would mark "H" on your answer sheat.) :
o ; CoE
[os A R SR T A3 | .
Ae 7 0 L. 4 0 I. 2% 0 i

B 7 0 Fo. 50 1 Jo 4,916 61 _=

¢ 104 1 6. 19 0 - § x|

. L1] 1 H, 2,871 236 i y
7. What is. the fifth digit of your duty AFSC? (If your AFSC is 91471, the ‘ |
f fifch digit is 1 and you would mark "B" on your answer shaet.) : :
A% N X AR

A. 4,442 55 B. 488 6 I, 59 1

B. 2,00v 25 F. 81 1l J. 3 0 '

C. 495 6 c. 96 1
. D, 321 4 He. 9 0

What is the suffix of your duty AFSC? (If your AFSC is 91471B, the

suffix is B and you would mark "B" on your answer shest,)

X & X o3 I | .

B, B 60 1l H H 1 0 N. Q 3 0

€. ¢ 220 3 I, J 8 0 0, 8 19 0

D. D 20 0 J. K 7 0 P, T 9 0

E. E 119 1 Ke L 12 0 Q. Other as 0

F. F 29 0 L. N 1 0 Re I have no 7,268 91

suffix §
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9.

10.

1l.

12.

What was your age on your last birthday?

A¢ less than 23 years

B. 26 but less than 30
Cs 31 but less than 33
D. 36 but less than 40
B, 41 but less than 45
F. 46 but less than 50
G. over 50 years

What is your sex?

-

A, Male
B, F.ﬂ.l.

Which of the following do you consider yourself?

A. Black

B. Spanieh or Mexican American 189

C., American Indian
D. Asian American
B, White/Caucasian

F, Other

What 1is your Total Active Service time?

A, Leas than 10 ysars

B. 10 but
C. 12 but
D, 1“ but
E. 16 but
F. 18 but
G, 20 but
H, 22 but
I. 24 but
Jo 26 dut

lesh
less
less
less
less
lass
lens
lasns
less

than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than

~ K¢ 28 or more years

12
14
16
18
20
22
24
26
28

T e ne b s vy oL

I 1
16 0
310
808 10
3,040 38
3,06 39
856 10
128 2
N % . H
7,993 99 .
737 1 ' 'i
00 9 :
2
3 0
3 0
6,925 86
174 2

N T
170 !
28 0 .
93 h -
471 6 :
634 8 '
1,328 16
1,909 24
1,357 17
1,544 20
97 6 :
199 2 :
20
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E 1
roo
Pt
Eﬁ ! 13, To what major command/organization are you currently assigned?
- A 2
% 5 A, Aerospace Defenwe Command 388 5
A B. Air Force Logietice Command 119 1
] Cse Air Force Systems Command 362 5
S D. Alr Forces in Europe 657 8
E' i E. Alr Training Command 71 10
s F. Air University 53 1
4 y G, Alaskan Air Command 130 2
] H H. DoD Agencies (DNA, DIA, DCa 61 1
N DMA, DIS, DSA, JCs, 08SDh) ;
i I. Headquartera air Force ‘ 27 0 i
¥ ‘Reserve : .
; J. Headquarters Command, USAF 220 3 i ﬁ
K. Headquarters USAF 85 1 _ J
L. Joint Commands (e.g., CINCEUR, %9 1 : f
CINCPAC, CINSCO, CINCNORAD) .
M, Military Airlift Command 1,118 14 :
N, Pacific Air Forces 474 6 :
0. Special Operating Agency 211 3 f
(‘08.. USAFA. AFWC. ARPC. :
AFISC, AFTEC, AFDAA) :
P, Strategic Air Command 1,605 20
Q. Tactical Air Command 916 11
R, USAF Security Service 213 3
8. Other 600 7

14, What is your highest level of education now?

R

A. No high school 4 0
B, Some high school or GED credits 30 0 ' ‘
C. GED certificate or diploma 972 12 : .
D. High school graduate 3,071 38 : :
E. One or two years of college or vocational 2,422 30

school (include Associate degrae)
F. More than two years of college 1,006 12
G. Undergtaduate college degree (BA, BS, or 304 4

equivalent)
H. Graduate Study but no graduate degree 134 2
I. Graduate College Degree (MA, MS, or equivalent) 83 1
J. Oraduate Study beyond Master's dagree or more 14 0

than one Master's degree
K. Doctorate degree (PhD or equivalent) 0 0

2




;
& 15, What are your service career plans? .
E | XNz
3 : A, Plan to stay for 30 years or more, 1,911 24
E then ratire,
Eﬁ : B, Plan to stay more than 20 but less than 4,859 60
3 ; 30 years, then ratire,
& E C. Plan to stay 20 years, then retira, 724 9
D: Plan to stay for a while but probably 16 0

f not until retirement,

\ E. Plan to get out of the service as soon as 100 1

' possibla,

! F. Don't know, have not decided. 465 6

! 16, How many of the last 10 years have you spent working in your current
caresr fisld (not necessarily at your present skill level)?

XA
A, Less than 1 year 180 2
Be 1 but less than 2 203 3
C. 2 but less than 3 208 3
D 3 but less than 5 383 5
E. 5 but leas than 7 431 5
F. 7 but less than 10 895 11
G All 10 5,765 71

4
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On the previous list you indicated the importance of sach rating factor,
Howsver, some of the factors which you indicated to be important may be
measuring similar qualities so that ell of them may not be needed on an APR
to adequately measure your job performance, Therefore, for the list below,
please indicate only those factors which you feel should be included on an
APR to adequately measure your own job performance. Do this by marking in
the "A" space next to the numbers on your answer sheat corresponding to the
factors which you feel are necessary to adequately evaluate the performance
of your job. You may pick anywhere from one to all twenty-eight factors
listed, Mark in the "B" space for those factors which you feel are not
neaded on the APR form.

A = needed on an APR to measure my job performance
B = not needed on an APK to measure my job performance

A B

N x N X
46. Acceptance of responsibility 7,778 96 283 4
47. Adaptability to stress 4,116 51 3,903 49
48, Ability to train othera 3,838 48 4,180 52
49, Bearing and bahavior 5,896 73 2,138 27
50. Concern for human relations 3,235 65 2,803 35
51. Creativity 2,450 31 5,570 69
52. Decisiveness 5,685 71 2,340 29
53, Fmotional stability 4,500 56 3,533 44
54, Encouragement of good working relations 4,771 59 3,265 41
55, Executive ability 5,099 63 2,93 W%
56, Exhibits professional qualities 5,586 69 2,459 31
57. Flexibility 4,326 54 3,718 46
58, Initiative 6,416 80 1,630 20
59. Judgement 6,710 B3 1,339 17
60. Knowledge of duties 6,747 84 1,310 16
61, Leaadership 6,997 87 1,054 13
62, Learning ability 3,001 37 5,037 63
63. Listening skill 3,33 41 4,705 59
64, Motivation 5,101 63 2,938 37
65. Oral communication M1 1 2,333 29
66, Planning ability 5,826 72 2,220 28
67, Promotion of equal opportunity 3,884 4B 4,153 %2
68, Quality of work 6,662 83 1,398 17
694 Quantity of work 3,196 40 4,839 60
70, Reliability 6,729 84 1,330 16
71. Self-~improvemant efforts 3,251 41 4,774 59
72, Supervisory capability 7,036 87 1,025 13
73, Utilization of resources 5,630 70 2,41% 30

74. Written communication 5,357 69 2,483 3




PART III
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Below you will find a number of statements. On your answer sheet, next
to the number of each statement, mark in the space with the letter that
corresponds most closaly to the way you fesl about the statement, The
APR form and system referred to as "current" is the present set of

documents and procedures for svaluation of E7s, EBs, and E9s,
N N R E R E R R R R R R R E R E E R E EE E E EEE R Y]

LA 2 2% N 3B I J
B 2 2 3 3B 4

75, To what extent are you patisfied with the current APR system?

: Az
|
! A, 1In all ways satisfied 320 4 ‘
B, In most ways satisfied 3,621 45
C. In some ways satisfied 2,725 34
D. In few'ways satisfied 1,003 12
E., In no ways satisfied 403 5

76 1 would like to have the rating factors that I marked as being important
in the pravious portion of this survey replace the rating factors found
on the current E7=-E9 APR form (AF Form 911),

U

LA
A. Strongly agrees 3,111 39
B. Moderately agree 3,484 43
C, Neither agrees nor disagree 1,154 14
D, Moderately disagres 145 2
E. Strongly disagree 104 1

77. What percentage of E7~E9s do you think are given maximum ratings for all
of the job performance factors on the current APR?

i
A, 0-20% 151 2
B. 21-40% 151 2
C. 41-60% 20 3 .
D. 61-80% 1,490 18
E. 81-100% 5,999 74

78, What parcentage of E7-E98 do you think deserve maximum ratings for all
of the job performance factors on the currant APR?

. A A g
i 1
A, 0-20% 1,386 17 !
B, 21-40% 1,471 18 |
C. 41-60% 2,092 26
D, 61-80% 2,365 29
E. 81-100% 753 9

e e

B




79, If soms E7=E9s are given maximum ratings on job performance factors
wher they don't deserve them, what is probably the primary reason?

okt Rk S R e R S

N 2
A. Pressure from other raters 986 12

B, Desire to make the parson baing ratad "feal good" 661 8 i
C. Pressute from the raters' supervisors 316 4 ;
D, To ensure that the people get Promotnd 4,186 52 :
E. To justify maximum ratings on "overall evaluation" 761 9

F, Other reasons 1,021 13

G. I think everyone who receives maximum ratings 130 2

deserves them

80, What percentage of E7-E9s do you think ars given maximum ratings on
the overall evaluation section of the current APR?

g

N &
A, 0-20% 18 1 :
B, 21-40% 7% 1
C. 41-60% 208 3
D, 61-80% 1,301 16 G
E, 81-100% 6,362 79 L

§ 81, What percentage of E7=E9s do you think deserve maximum ratings on the : ;
overall svaluation section of the current APR? )

XN A

A, 0-20% 1,362 17

B, 21-40X 1,443 18

C, 41-60% 1,915 24

D, 61-80% 2,557 32

E. 81-100% 781 10

: {

82. 1f some E7-E9s are given maximum ratings on the overall evaluation . ~

saction when they don't deserve them, what is probably the primary . «

reason? i

A, Pressure from other raters 1,007 12 ]

B, Prassure from the raters' supervisors 364 5 | .

C. Dasire to make the person being rated "feel good" 670 8 i 4

D. To ensure that the psople get promoted 4,623 57 '

E. Othar reasons 1,284 16

F. 1 think everyone who receives a maximum rating 149 2

dessrvas it,
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83, I think the E8 and E9 promotion boards can make valid promotion deciasions
. based upon ianformation contained in the current E7-E9 APR,

NOX
A, Strongly agres 353 7

e s e T A 3 b s i & MO S & oA

B. Moderately agree 2,919 36
~ €, Neither agree nor disagree 738 9
D. Moderately disagree 2,108 26
E, Strongly disagree 1,758 22

84, I think valid assignment and selection decisions can be made based
upon information contained in the currant E7-E9 APR,

I

A. Btrongly agres _ 568 7
B, Moderataly agrea 3,233 40
C. Neither agres nor disagree 899 11
De Moderately disagree 2,022 23
E. Strongly disagres 1,330 17

85, Do you think your career has been hutt at some timn in the past ‘because
of the present APR system?

e b i, R T ke sl e S Lt Thiew s

N %

A. Yes, it has been severely hurt 1,069 13 ,

B, Yes, it has been moderately hurt , 1,708 21 !
C. Yes, it has been slightly hurt 1,575 20

D. No, it has not been hurt 2,936 36

E. I don't know 782 10

86, Do you think your career will be hurt in the future if the present APR
systenm is continued?

-

N2 :
A, Yes, it will probably be seversly hurt 588 7
Be Yes, it will probably be moderatsly hurt 1,071 13
C. Yas, it will probably be slightly hurt 945 12
D. No, it will probably not ba hurt 4,337 54,
E. I don't know 1,129 14

R i e e




87.

88,

89.

¥ % * N ¥

90.

* k Kk k ko k k ok ok k k ok ok kk k ok ok ok ok ok ok kok ok ok %k ok k ok ok ok k ok ok k ok
Below are a number of statements about possible changes in the E7-E9
APR., Again mark in the response which corresponds most closely with the

way you feel about each statement.
* ko k Kk ok k Kk k ok Kk dk ok ko dk ok F ok k ok ok ok ok k ok ok ok ok ok k ok Kk k k k k Kk k

How many APRs presently in yo:. ‘omotion folder do you think have been
in the past or will be in the future harmful to your ch;nces for promotion?

N Z N %
A, 0 4,561 56 D. 3-4 288 4
B. 1 1,760 22 E. 5 or more 90 1
c. 2 874 11 F. I don't know 495 6

Do you think there are other senior NCOs or former senior NCOs whose
careers have been hurt to some degree because of the current APR system?

I
A, Yes, all senior NCOs have been hurt 87 1
B. Yes, most senior NCOs have been hurt 395 5
C. Yes, some senior NCOs have been hurt 4,629 57
D. Yes, a few senior NCOs have been hurt 2,574 32
E. No, no senior NCOs have been hurt 376 5

Of the E7s and E8s you know who were promoted during the last two
years, what percentage deserved to be promoted ahead of the E7s and
E8s you know who were not promoted?

A

A. 0-20% 2,375 30
B. 21-40% 1,255 16
C. 41-60% 1,413 18
D. 61-80% 1,625 20
E. 80-100% 1,372 17
PART IV

* % ¥ % *

If given a choice between either having one APR form for evaluation of
all NCOs (E4-E9) or having two separate forms, one for E4-E6s and one
for E7-E9s (as 1is currently the case), I would choose to have:

N %

A. One APR form for evaluation of all NCOs 469 6
B. Separate forms for E4-E6s and E7-E9s 7,191 89
C. No opinion/It doesn't matter 405 5
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92.

93.

94,

If given a choice between either evaluating all E7-E9 career fields using
the same rating factors or having career field specific APR forms so that
every E7-E9 is rated only on factors that apply to his or her specific
career field, I would choose to:

N 2
A. Evaluate all career fields using the same rating factors 4,043 50
B. Have separate APR forms for each career field 3,712 46
C. No opinion/It doesn't matter 308 4

In my career field, the characteristics which make a good E7 are
different from the characteristics which make a good E8. Therefore,
different rating factors are needed to evaluate E7s and E8s.

N A
A. Strongly agree 839 10
B. Moderately agree 1,337 17
C. Neither agree nor disagree 813 10
D. Moderately disagree 1,577 20
E. Strongly disagree 3,508 43

In my career field, the characteristics which make a good E8 are
different from the characteristics which make a good E9. Therefore,
different rating factors are needed to evaluate E8s and E9s.

XNz
A. Strongly agree 452 6
B.  Moderately agree 812 10
C. Neither agree nor disagree 928 11
D. Moderately disagree 1,693 21
E. Strongly disagree 4,189 52

I think the APR on which E7s and E8s are evaluated should consist of
one set of factors for evaluating present job performance and a different
set of factors for evaluating potential for promotion to the next higHer

grade. .
Nz

A. Strongly agree 2,846 35

B. Moderately agree 2,446 30

C. Neither agree nor disagree 806 10

D. Moderately disagree 723 -9

E. Strongly disagree 1,245 15

gest Available Corpy
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h ok ok ok ok ok ok ok k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok k ok ok kok ok ok ok kkkk ok kokkokk Kk oKkk ok
* Under the new officer evaluation system, there is a limit to the number *
* of officers who can receive ratings in the top two blocks of the overall *
* evaluation portion of the OER form. That is, only 22% of the officers *
* can be given a rating in the top block, and a combined total of only 507 *
* *
* *

of the officers can be given ratings in the top two blocks.
k k k ok ok ko kk ok ok ok ok k ok okk Kk kk ok ok ok ok ok ok ok kkkk ok kk Kk ok ok kX

95. How familiar are you with the new OER control system?
N %

A, Familiar with all aspects of the system 389 5
B, Familiar with most aspects of the system 1,773 22
C. Familiar with some aspects of the system 2,738 34
D. Familiar with few aspects of the system 1,999 25
E. Familiar with no aspects of the system 1,170 14

96. I would like to have the overall evaluation portion of the E7-E9 APR
controlled in a manner similar to that of the OER.

N2
A. Strongly agree 1,066 13
B. Moderately agree 1,926 24
C. Neither agree nor disagree 1,605 20
D, Moderately disagree 1,101 14
E. Strongly disagree 2,361 29

97, To what extent, if any, do you think that forcing distribution of ratings
on the overall evaluation portion of the APR would either heip or hurt
your future career in the Air Force?

N A
A. 1t would greatly help my career 883 11
B. It would moderately help my career 1,616 20
C. It would have no effect on my career 3,819 48
D, It would moderately hurt my career 1,038 13
E. It would greatly hurt my career 680 8

YrU S GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1977 771.057/12

Best Available Copy

30

PN nsih o il s SR Y, o s



